I believe that everything in my review was scientifically correct and that I described the development of the subject, and its use by relevant parties, in the correct historical perspective. As indicated above, I went to some lengths to check its accuracy with as many experts as possible. SHATENSTEIN was not objecting to the science or historical development that I described but, I suspect, to the fact that I am employed by a tobacco company to do the science. His inherent assumption appears to be that my review was written for devious reasons as, he probably believes, is all research undertaken by the tobacco industry. In their original article, BIALOUS and YACH (3) went further and stated, more than once, that tobacco industry scientists use cigarette design to "cheat" the smoking machine. They are wrong. My experience in tobacco science over thirty years is that research undertaken within tobacco industry laboratories world-wide is done to the highest standards, by knowledgeable and dedicated scientists, aimed at improving tobacco products from all perspectives.
In recent months scientists from both the health community and tobacco industry, myself included, have resorted to quoting and counter-quoting reports and internal company documents across the pages of scientific journals (e.g. 2-9). The topics have included aspects of machine and human smoking of cigarettes. As I, and others have pointed out, some of the quotations from internal company documents have been highly selective or taken out of context, and some inferences have been made that are inaccurate or simply wrong (2, 4, 5, 8) . This is sad. Perhaps the time has come for both sides to review, or even do, the work together. 
